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During the Al Aksa Intifada in 2002 the Israeli army launched operation ‘Defensive 
Shield’ in the West Bank. It invaded among other places the Palestinian refugee camp 
in Jenin, where it encountered armed resistance from the residents. Throughout the 
14 days of fighting the ensuing military cordon preventing access to media resulted 
in a frenzy of speculation about what was happening inside the camp. When the 
Israeli forces pulled out after the battle ended, conflicting accounts of the events - 
especially regarding the number of Palestinian casualties and the extent of the 
demolition - were reported by the Israeli, Palestinian and international media1. 
 
The ‘discursive battle’ over the signification of the event, exposed, yet again, the 
processes that are at operation in the construction of national narratives and 
collective memories. Alongside the influx of reports in broadcast, printed and 
electronic media, six documentary films about the battle in Jenin were produced 
shortly after the event. Amongst which three documentaries by Palestinian citizens 
of Israel: Jenin, Jenin (Mohammad Bakri, 2002), Invasion (Nizar Hassan, 2003) and 
Arna’s Children (Juliano Mer-Hamis, 2003). 
 
This article examines these three Palestinian documentaries in the context of 
documentary theory and in relation to the particular history of Palestinian cinema. I 
suggest a twofold reading of the films: not only as forms of political activism that 
provide ‘visible evidence’ of the historical and actual world, but also as ‘works of 
                                         
∗This article was first published in Hebrew in Makhbarot Kolnoa Darom (South Cinema Notebooks) – Cinema, 
Destruction & Trauma (E. Sivan & Y. Munk eds.) Sapir academic college & Pardes publishers, No.2, 2007. 
1Palestinian sources suggested a massacre has taken place, claiming that about five hundred people were 
killed, bodies were buried alive under the rubble and a few more hundreds were injured. Israel denied the 
accusation of massacre, claiming that it was a battle between armed forces and while some civilians may 
have been caught in the crossfire, this could not have been prevented in combat situation. 
For several weeks following the events, international experts, NGOs, and a UN fact-finding mission were 
engaged with collecting evidence and testimonies in an attempt to construct a reliable account of the 
battle. The claims of massacre were eventually disputed. Instead, it was established that 53 Palestinians 
died, almost half of them civilians, and 23 Israeli soldiers were killed. Severe damage was caused to 
Palestinian property. Buildings were bulldozed down and flattened. 200 homes were demolished entirely 
and 300 more became unsuitable for living. 
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mourning’ (Renov, 2004). This approach sees the films as ‘sites’ through which 
dynamic processes of identity formation, cultural, political and social transformations 
are mediated and shaped under specific conditions of production and distribution. 
 
The films’ mode of representation reveals the ways in which they incorporate the 
events in Jenin 2002 into the Palestinian historical narrative. The emergence of these 
films by Palestinian directors, who are Israeli citizens, at this particular historical 
moment, reflects the shifts in identity positions of Palestinians in Israel since the 
beginning of the Al-Aksa intifada  
and the events of October 20002, and a growing need to strategically articulate the 
shifting political positions in the public sphere. 
 
The fi lms of Jenin as visible evidence  
 
Since its inception, the documentary form was tied with the historical world and 
political action. In their representation of historical and actual events spaces and 
people, documentaries often participate in discursive processes of signification and, 
at their best, make political interventions in the public sphere. While traditionally 
documentary was associated with claims of objectivity – that stem from the legacies 
of the Griersonian documentary and Direct Cinema - much of the documentary 
practice has shifted in recent years towards personal and individual narratives, and 
contemporary documentary theory stresses the subjectivity and relativity of the 
documentary text (Nichols 2001; Renov 2004; Bruzzi, 2000; Ginsburg 2002). 
 
Yet, the tension between objectivity (and the associated claim for historical truth) 
and subjectivity that is intrinsic to the documentary text is not easily resolved. As 
Michael Chanan argues, while documentaries are imbued by the subjective position of 
their makers “to discount the automatic function of the camera altogether and 
emphasise only the subjective part…is to fall into an error” (Chanan, 2007, 4).  The 
documentary text constitutes a complex relationship between the objective and the 
                                         
2 In October 2000 Palestinian citizens of Israel in the Galilee and Jaffa held demonstration in support of 
the Al-Aksa Intifada.  During the massive demonstration 13 people – mainly youth – were killed by the 
Israeli police force. An investigation committee that was appointed afterwards concluded that the shooting 
by the police was unprovoked. The event has marked a point of crisis between the Palestinian citizens and 
the Israeli state, which for many signify a new milestone in the history of the Palestinian citizens in Israel 
(see Yiftachel 2006; Rabinowitz and Abu-Baker ,2005). 
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subjective. The photographic image is “both index and icon at the same time”, as 
Chanan puts it (ibid.). 
 
In instances where documentaries are made in the midst of, and in relation to, 
contemporary political conflicts, like in the case of the three Jenin films I wish to 
discuss, this tension is brought to the foreground. Furthermore, the following case of 
the Jenin films illustrates that despite the shifts in documentary practice and theory, 
public debates about documentaries still reveal a set of generic expectations from 
documentaries to make “truthful” or “objective” claims about the historical world. 
 
Jenin, Jenin (Mohammad Bakri, 2003), Invasion (Nizar Hassan, 2003) and Arna’s 
Children were produced in a mode that resonates with what is often regarded as 
video activism and guerrilla filmmaking. The three filmmakers, who reside in Israel, 
entered the camp with the aid of locals as soon as the battle was over. For example, 
in an interview to an Israeli Newspaper Nizar Hassan estimates that he was the first 
filmmaker to enter the camp after the fighting ceased. Mer-Hamis has rare footage of 
some of the troops still in fighting. In the atmosphere of uncertainty and the 
heightened political debate surrounding the events, the initial motivation of the 
filmmakers was then to provide visible evidence of what has happened, and to do so 
from a Palestinian perspective. While the three films are very different from each 
other, they all contain interviews with the residents and share similar imagery of the 
camp after the battle; the bleak, almost lunar landscape created by the bulldozed 
houses, children playing amongst the rubble, ammunition residues, graffiti on walls 
written by the Israeli soldiers and the rotting remains of IDF field rations. The 
filmmakers then pointed their cameras at the ruins and the rubble, and their 
microphones at the residents of the camp, to provide visual and oral testimony of 
the events, and in this sense the images they produce are indexical.  
 
The actuality of the events and the immediacy with which the films were produced 
invited a reading of the films on this indexical level. In the context of the ‘discursive 
battle’ between Israel and Palestine after the event, these Palestinian films were seen 
merely as counter-versions to the official Israeli position.  
 
Jenin, Jenin is perhaps the most poignant example. Premiering in the Tel Aviv 
Cinemateque in October 2002, only a few months after the battle, the film triggered 
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a heated public debate in Israel3 and was censored shortly afterwards. The 
controversy about the film centred on questions of truth and objectivity and 
specifically in relation to whether or not there has been a massacre. The film was 
accused of being untrue, claiming it had alleged a massacre; and unbalanced, by 
failing to represent the IDF’s side of the story. Zvi Barel’s article in the Israeli daily 
Ha’aretz reflects the spirit of the debate. Barel, who opens his article by stating that 
he has not seen the film and had no intention of doing so, exemplifies the extent to 
which the film was judged only an indexical level and only in the context of the 
conflicting Israeli and Palestinian narratives. “my truth is safe” writes Barel. “I can 
imagine that Bakri’s truth will not undermine the truth of most of the Jewish people 
of Israel who do not define the events in Jenin as ‘a massacre’. And if there was no 
massacre, there isn’t a story. Let alone a film, certainly not the need for a 
documentary. Stories just about Palestinians being killed can be read in the 
newspapers”4 
 
Seeking to overrule the Censor’s decision, Bakri appealed to the Israeli Supreme Court 
claiming that the censor was misled in its definition of documentary.  Indeed, a 
substantial part of the debate in court was dedicated not to the content of the film 
itself but to the blurred boundaries of the documentary genre and the question 
whether documentary film is referencing an historical truth or an artistic vision of the 
director. Bakri eventually won the appeal, but Jenin, Jenin was inscribed in the public 
opinion in Israel as false propaganda film. Despite his continuous efforts, Bakri failed 
to gain general release or broadcast the film in Israel. European broadcasters such as 
ARTE and the British Channel 4 have also rejected the film5. Yet, the film was 
screened in several international film festivals and in numerous pro-Palestinian 
political gatherings around the world. 
 
Invasion and Arna’s Children were released about year after the battle, when the UN 
fact- finding mission had already submitted its report and the controversy over the 
scale of the operation had been resolved. While these films have not triggered the 
                                         
3 A vociferous group of bereaved parents accused Bakri of slandering the dead soldiers and sued him for 
libel, demonstrations were held for and against the film and numerous reports and opinion pieces were 
published in the daily press. Increasing public pressure that was put on the Board of Censor3 to ban the 
film resulted in the first case of an overtly political censorship of film in the past 15 years. 
4 Zvi Barel, “who would like to see this film anyway?” Haaretz, 15 December 2002. 
5 Private interview with the director 13.9.04  
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same level of public controversy as Jenin, Jenin, they too were regarded, at least in 
Israel, primarily for their indexical value. 
 
Palestinian cinema, in common with other anti-colonial and postcolonial cinemas, is 
often perceived as a project of counter-representation.  Seen against the historical 
Zionist suppression of the Palestinian narrative, Palestinian films render the invisible 
visible; they produce counter-narratives and counter-identities (Said in Dabashi, 
2006, 2-4). Yet, the need to relate the Palestinian narrative in separation from the 
conflict with the Zionist narrative becomes increasingly urgent amongst Palestinian 
filmmakers (Gertz and Khliefi, 2006). Despite the films’ actuality and their functions 
in the realm of political activism, reading them only on an indexical level is then 
somewhat reductive. A multi-layered reading of the films reveals the extent to which 
the stories told are more complex than a counter-version of the events in battle. In 
fact, none of the three films are concerned with the allegation of massacre, but 
rather, as I will seek to show, they engage primarily with the ‘signification’ of the 
battle in reference to an internal Palestinian discourse. 
 
Transcending actuality and evoking the Nakba  
 
Documentary films are discursive sites through which historical narratives, collective 
memories and national identities are being negotiated and mediated (Ginsburg, 
2002). The three Jenin films engage, in different ways, with the incorporation of the 
battle into the evolving Palestinian national narrative; positioning it on a national 
timeline and in relation to central myths that make up the Palestinian national ethos. 
 
The visible evidence of the camp in ruins, and the oral testimonies of the residents, 
are organised in ways that transcend the actuality of the events in Jenin and reveal 
deeper meanings. The different strategies of editing and interviewing adopted by the 
directors ‘displace’ the tapestry of testimonies from their concrete place and time, 
Jenin in 2002; and transfer them into an abstract – mythical – timeframe and 
landscape. 
 
In Jenin, Jenin the collage of voices and images from the camp are edited in a 
structure that eludes coherent narrative. No contextual information is given through 
narration or other rhetorical devices. Bakri was not attempting to be journalistic and 
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has not pretended to be (as he has often claimed) the different testimonies and 
sources are not verified. At times the film even presents contradictory accounts. 
 
Rather than being based on a chronological or causal organizational principle the 
editing resembles a mosaic technique, to use Bill Nichols terminology. In such films, 
says Nichols, “sequences follow each other consecutively but without a clearly 
marked temporal relationship. Lacking narrative structure, such films also lack “this 
kind of linear-causality explanation of events” (Nichols, 1981:121). 
 
The structure of the film defies the reconstruction of a cinematic space or cinematic 
time.  Establishing shots - a conventional technique of documentary films - are not 
used and there are hardly any long shots. Instead, fragmented cropped and repetitive 
images of ruins and destruction appear, dislocated from their concrete spatial 
context.  Similarly, the testimonies of the protagonists are dispossessed from their 
concrete biographical context. Apart from one incident, the names of the 
protagonists are not revealed, nor are other basic biographical identifiers. Their 
testimonies assembled defy a narrative structure that would allow us – and them - to 
assimilate the details projected into a coherent chain of events. 
 
The fragmented structure of the film resonates with a traumatic ‘structure of 
experience’ (Bresheeth, 2006). According to Cathy Caruth, the structure of 
traumatic experience is characterised by belated repeated literal images of the event  
- manifesting themselves in flashbacks or dreams - which possess one’s mind often 
against one’s own will. “The literality of the images therefore means that the 
hallucination or dreams or thoughts are inassimilable to a chain of meaning” (Caruth, 
1995:5). The repetition of the literal images in Jenin Jenin, and the difficulty that the 
film creates for a viewer to assimilate these images into a unified cinematic space, 
reinforce the experience of trauma on the visual level. 
 
As Haim Bresheeth has noted, both Invasion and Jenin, Jenin evoke the memory of 
the Nakba (the catastrophe of 1948), which is the constitutive event of the 
Palestinian historical narrative (Bresheeth, 2006). In transcending the actuality of the 
events in its structure the battle of Jenin in Bakri’s film represents an abstract 
annihilation that is echoing the original trauma of the Nakba. The protagonists’ 
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testimonies, stripped of their concrete biographies, echo symbolically the perpetual 
traumatic experience of the Palestinian people.6  
In Invasion Nizar Hassan evokes the memory of the Nakba more directly. He 
establishes the link between Jenin 2002 and the original catastrophe of 1948 in the 
beginning of the film, when a caption reminds us that “The camp’s residents are 
refugees who were expelled from 56 Palestinian villages which became a part of the 
State of Israel”. Further into the film he evokes this link when he probes his 
interviewees repeatedly to step out of the concrete realities of the contemporary 
events and refer back to the events surrounding the Nakba and their actions at the 
time. 
 
Tracing the mindset of the occupier 
 
Like Jenin, Jenin, Invasion strings together a tapestry of testimonies and images of 
the camp in ruins as visible evidence of the battle and its aftermath. However, while 
the structure of Jenin, Jenin is confined to the mosaic structure that mirrors a 
traumatic experience, Hassan adopts a more reflexive mode.  
 
In addition to several interviews with the residents, Invasion has two main characters: 
a Palestinian resistance fighter and an Israeli soldier that took part in the military 
operation. Their narratives of the battle are spread along the film’s timeline, slotted 
between the different interviews with the residents and thus creating a multi-vocal 
narrative which moves between three points of view: the victims’, the fighter’s and 
the perpetrator’s. The relationship that the film creates between the indexical 
imagery and these narratives is important to note. The residents are interviewed in 
their damaged or devastated homes, and Hassan’s camera lingers on this visible 
evidence in support their recollections. The Palestinian fighter is interviewed in the 
                                         
6 The tendency to represent the traumatic event of the past in different disguises in the filmic present, or 
in reverse, representing contemporary events as replicates of the traumatic event of the past 
characterizes many Palestinian films. For example, Nurith Gertz and George Khliefi demonstrate how 
Palestinian cinema in the 1970s, which was produced by the film units of the PLO in exile, represented 
historical events or events that took place in the post-1948 exile using ‘traumatic structure’ that blur the 
specific spatial and temporal characteristics of the actual events. It is through this structure, argue Grertz 
and Khliefi, that cinema promotes a sentiment of national unity.“The fact that the traumatic structure links 
all the exilic sites to the site of the initial catastrophe, to Palestine, constitute a sense of unity not only 
around the mutual event, in the past and in the present – but also around the same space, locus, 
regardless of the actual different exiles in which the Palestinians live in the present” (Gertz and Khliefi, 
2006: 58). 
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streets, but his figure is blackened and the setting is dark so there is hardly anything 
to be seen by the viewer. 
 
Yuval, the Israeli soldier who operated one of the D9 bulldozers that were used to 
demolish the houses, is interviewed in a cinema. Hassan shows Yuval recorded 
footage that he shot in the camp (as well as footage of the camp taken by another 
Israeli soldier) and asks him to discuss and interpret them. In so doing, he draws our 
attention to the very question of the validity of testimony, and of the testimony’s 
relation to the visible evidence.   
 
The interview with Yuval opens the film and sets its reflexive mode. Its setting 
creates an axis of reflections and gazes. The film’s opening image shows a dirt road 
in the Jenin refugee camp as the camera follows two men walking along it. Then the 
frame opens gradually and we are made aware that this is, in fact, a recorded image 
of the road, which is projected onto a screen. A further opening of the frame reveals 
the cinema hall and Yuval watching the images. The camera then zooms out to reveal 
Hassan sitting behind Yuval watching him watching the images. The camera watches 
them both from behind. This succession of shots, a visual axis of gazes, draws our 
attention firstly, to the distance between the actual event and its representation in 
Hassan’s film, thus constituting Hassan’s reflexive approach on the visual level; and 
secondly, the layout of the gazes constitutes the relationship of power between the 
director and the Israeli soldier. Who watches whom and through which lens, then 
becomes more acutely significant. It highlights the film’s self-awareness; what we see 
is then a representation of the Israeli perspective of the events, from a Palestinian 
point of view.  
 
Laconically, and in Hebrew, Hassan’s questions to Yuval focus on the technical details 
of the operation. He asks exactly what kinds of bulldozers were used? From which 
direction did the troops enter? what were the communication procedures between 
the army units? what was the rate of destruction per day? and so on. The 
juxtaposition of these seemingly banal technical details with the stories of the camps’ 
residents reinforces the sense of outrage. Our attention is also drawn to the workings 
of the occupation machine and reminds us of what Hannah Arendt referred to as ‘the 
banality of evil’. In some ways it recalls the techniques used by Claude Lanzmman in 
his seminal film Shoah, when he was interviewing a Nazi perpetrator. Hasan is not 
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interested in the technicalities of the operation, of course, but rather in the mindset 
of the occupier. In an interview in Time Magazine he says: “I wanted to show how his 
(the soldier’s) nature becomes bad how evil is imposed”. As the film progresses 
Hassan moves from technical matters to asking Yuval to confront moral dilemmas, 
still in relation to the recorded footage, and finally even directly raises the question 
of possible refusal. 
 
If Palestinian cinema in general is seen as a project of counter-representation that 
seeks to give voice to the suppressed Palestinian narrative, then in Invasion Hassan 
not only reverses the gaze by self-representing the Palestinian point of view but also 
seeks to further subvert the power structure by pointing the camera at the 
oppressor. The image of the occupier that is reflected to us through Hassan’s lens 
undermines the moral high-ground assumed by the Zionist narrative. The Israeli 
solider is hardly a powerful demon but a confused character lacking the moral 
conviction of his own actions, as if caught up in some bellicose machinery of 
occupation, which having lost its initial direction, is now driven solely by its own 
inertia. A similar representation of the Israeli Army as a body made up of senseless 
automata can be seen in other recent Palestinian films such as the fiction films Divine 
Intervention (Elia Suliman, 2003) and Shadi Srur’s Sense of Need (2005).  
 
The soldier’s position is further undermined when his testimony is juxtaposed with 
that of the Palestinian fighter. The fighter, who we never see (presumably for 
security reasons) provides an eloquent and coherent account of the battle. With him 
Hassan forsakes his probing interviewing technique that characterized his treatment 
of the Israeli solider and other interviewees. Compared with the soldier’s confusion, 
the Palestinian fighter demonstrates an in-depth knowledge of the overall 
organization of resistance during the days of the battle, the number of fighters, the 
dissemination of forces and the battle tactics of the Israeli army; compared with the 
Israeli soldier’s lack of moral conviction, the Palestinian fighter stresses the unity and 
voluntary spirit of the fighters, emphasizing that this was a popular resistance and a 
spontaneous coming together of the residents across the political divide. Ultimately 
then the popular resistance of the Palestinian assumes the moral conviction that the 
Israeli narrative lacks. 
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Popular resistance and national heroes 
 
The ethos of resistance is central to the Palestinian national narrative. The Palestinian 
fighter in Invasion carries the main message of the film. Hassan’s clear motivation, as 
he states, was to make a film that would depict a heroic battle in Jenin, rather than 
merely portraying the victimized Palestinian population7. The fighter articulates a 
message that is directed at an internal Palestinian debate regarding the armed 
struggle and its price; a debate that is rooted in the original trauma of the 1948 war 
and which has perpetuated in the conflict between the generations since. In the 
Palestinian discourse of resistance the need to fight back is often articulated in 
relation to the actions of the older generation in 1948. The lack of an organized 
resistance and the reliance upon the aid of other Arab countries at the time, is seen 
as a mistake that the younger generations feel the need to redress. Since its 
inception the PLO was instrumental in constructing and promoting this national 
ethos, in no small part, through films and other cultural products. The Feday, the 
Sumud, and contemporary Shahid are the iconic images of this ethos8. 
 
It is in relation to this narrative that Hassan probes his interviewees to talk about 
their coping strategies with the military invasion in 2002 – did they leave their 
houses or did they stay – and it is in direct reference to this internal debate that the 
fighter stresses the importance of the popular resistance, despite the heavy price 
paid.  As he explains to Hassan at some point in the film “… the residents knew it’s 
not going to be like it was in previous times. We knew to expect great destruction 
and the loss of many lives. We knew that but we are not regretting it. we defended 
our homeland. We will not be the refugees of 2002”. 
 
In Jenin Jenin, which does not include any interviews with fighters and which many 
criticized for portraying the Palestinians only as victims, this ethos of resistance is 
                                         
7 See Hassan’s interview in Aviv Lavie “The Truth about Jenin”. The tendency to break out of a 
representation of the Palestinians only as victims and document the armed resistance is common to many 
Palestinian filmmakers. 
8 Three images of heroism have developed in Palestinian discourse of resistance: in the 1960s and 1970s 
it was the image of the warrior - the Feday – as one who would sacrifice himself in the battle against 
Zionism which was promoted, often portrayed with head wrapped in the distinctive checkered Palestinian 
kafiya, gripping a Kalishnokov. In the 1980s the image of the survivor was added, especially of the Fellahin 
(the peasants), whose Sumud (steadfastness to stay on the land) was legitimised by the national 
discourse as a heroic form of resistance. The Sumud originally referred primarily to the ‘Arabs of 1948’ 
and thus enabled the incorporatinon of them into the national narrative. In recent years the image of the 
martyr (Shahid) is foremost. (for a more detailed discussion see for example: Kimmerling, 2003)  
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also conveyed. Here, a young girl, who stands out from the other protagonists 
conveys it. With astonishingly mature eloquence and with a determined gaze into the 
camera the girl talks about continuing the resistance regardless of the price paid in 
blood: “This is our land” she explains to the camera at the end of the film “all that we 
have. Our women are not all gone yet. We will have more children and these children 
will be stronger and braver than the ones that are gone”. 
 
Juliano Mer-Hamis’s Arna’s Children (2005) also deals with the ethos of resistance, 
but the film’s unique materials and its subjective perspective provide a rare glimpse 
into the workings of the conflict and the complex interplay between national 
narratives and individual stories. 
 
The film depicts the battle of Jenin through the personal story of a group of friends 
from the refugee camp. In the late 1980s, during the first Intifada the boys took part 
in a youth theatre group that was established in the camp by Arna, the director’s 
mother, who was an anti-Zionist Israeli activist. The theatre and other creative 
activities were designed to help the children cope with the harsh realities of the 
escalating violence during the conflict. Mer-Hamis, who as an actor was also involved 
in operating the theatre documented the children and their work. A number of years 
later the theatre was closed and Arna died of cancer. In 2002, when the camp was 
invaded, Mer-Hamis took his camera into the camp to look for the group. 
 
The outcome is a film that moves back and forth from the documentary footage of 
the children – in the early 1990s - to the contemporary reality of the young men in 
Jenin 2002. In so doing the film creats a timeline which, beyond its subjective 
relevance to the life of its protagonists, illustrates the escalation of the conflict and 
draws the historical connection between the actions of the Israeli machinery of 
occupation in the past and the scale and extent of the Palestinian armed struggled 
today. Some of the film’s protagonists have joined the armed resistance, like Ala, 
who led some of the troops into battle in 2002, or Yussuf who carried out a suicide 
attack in Israel. Others, like Mahmood, have not and as a result face an increasing 
pressure to join the fight and to become martyrs. What unfolds in the meetings 
between the director with the friends and their family members are intimate and 
honest debates of the kind that are rarely seen on film, especially in films about the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. They reveal the tensions at work between the demand to 
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assume a united collective identity and the private and diverse circumstances of the 
every-day lives of individuals. 
 
These tensions are exposed in all their complexity by the focus of the film on the 
mothers. The bereaved mothers mourn their martyred sons but they are also the 
ones articulating the national demand for sacrifice. Mahmood’s mother for example, 
pushes her son to be like everyone else and become martyr, while Ala’s mother 
insists that Ala should not surrender, knowing that this may well mean his death, 
because she could not suffer the public humiliation. 
 
In the Palestinian discourse of resistance, as Carol Bardenstein suggests, Palestinian 
motherhood has been articulated, by them and others, as a mode of resistance 
(Bardenstein, 1997: 169). While bearing sons was traditionally seen as gratitude with 
supremacy and social status even in pre-48 Palestinian society, “the eminently 
traditional act of bearing children, when appropriated into the discourse of Palestinian 
resistance, is redefined and “radicalized” as an act of furnishing weapons and 
providing soldiers for the “war effort” (ibid.). 
 
Importantly, in the course of this appropriation, the mother-son relationship is 
transffered from the private, domestic domain to the public one. Thus, as 
Bardenstein puts it “…all mothers become the mothers of all sons. In spite of their 
displacement as “individual” mothers, particular mothers… are to take comfort in the 
fact that the “collective” mother is taking care of a “collective” son” (ibid: 178). The 
social status granted to the Umm-el-Shahid, (the bereaved mothers that lost their 
sons to the national struggle) ‘collectivize’ the private mourning over a lost son in a 
similar manner. 
 
Conclusion  
 
Beyond the function of the three Jenin films as visible evidence of the actual event in 
2002, they are also ‘works of mourning’. As ‘works of mourning’ they placed the 
Battle of Jenin in the Palestinian collective memory as a traumatic event that echoes 
the Nakba and inscribed it into the national narrative as a heroic battle that avenges 
the original mistakes of 1948, and reinforces the ethos of resistance and sacrifice. 
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The three films are directed by Palestinian citizens of Israel;9 The decision to make 
films about actual events across the Green Line marks a recent shift in the topics 
that are dealt with by Palestinian filmmakers in Israel, which in the past tended to 
focus on spaces and stories of Palestinians ‘inside’ Israel10. Moreover, they reflect a 
wider shift in the vocalization of national identity and political affinity with the 
Intifada amongst the Palestinian community in Israel.  
 
Films that are ‘works of mourning’, as Michael Renov suggests, are always also “a 
performance of self-inscription” (Renov, 2004:120). By creating the link between the 
battle of the Jenin in 2002 and the formative events of the Nakba, the filmmakers 
reemphasize a communal experiences between the Palestinians on both sides of the 
Green Line, and position themselves, as Palestinians citizens of Israel, in relation to a 
collective Palestinian identity 11. For, identities, according to Stuart Hall, which are 
always constructed within – not outside – representation, “are the names we give to 
the different ways we are positioned by, and we position ourselves within the 
narrative of the past” (Hall, 1992: 258). 
 
When completing an ethnographic research into the Palestinian community in Israel in 
1990, Amina Minns and Nadai Hijab anticipated that “if the first major challenge to 
the Israeli takeover of Palestine came from the Palestinians in exile, and the second 
main one from the Palestinians under Israeli occupation in the West Bank and Gaza 
then the third is likely to come from the Palestinians inside Israel”. Reading the films 
of Jenin within this context offers an interpretation of them also as a call to reshape 
the political agenda of Palestinians living inside Israel. 
                                         
9 Juliano Mer-Hamis comes from a mixed family: Jewish mother and a Muslim-Palestinian father. 
10 The locus in these films is often the home village or town of the filmmakers, or fictionalized 
reconstructions of these spaces. The imaginary space of Palestine that these films re-construct may often 
transcend the geo-political reality. Borders, checkpoints and divisions of the land are undermined by a 
cinematic space that acts as a metonym to the entire pre-1948 Palestine.  But the concrete and actual 
space where the films were shot was primarily within the borders of the state of Israel. 
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